This Page Is Inserted by IFW Operations 
and is not a part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 



Defective images within this document are accurate representations of 
the original documents submitted by the applicant. 

Defects in the images may include (but are not limited to): 



BLACK BORDERS 

TEXT CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 
FADED TEXT 
ILLEGIBLE TEXT 
SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 
COLORED PHOTOS 

BLACK OR VERY BLACK AND WHITE DARK PHOTOS 
GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 



IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 



As rescanning documents will not correct images, 
please do not report the images to the 
Image Problem Mailbox. 




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 
Washington, D.C. 20231 



APPLICATION NO: \ FILING PATE | 



| ATTORNEY DOCKET NO 



£4/ 

iO. j 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



09/095,397 06/10/98 KUSCHKE 

r 

STRIKER STRIKER & STENBY 
103 EAST NECK ROAD 
HUNTINGTON NY 11743 



W 



233 



PM82/0922 



EXAMINER 



MANCHO , R 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



3661 
DATE MAILED: 



n 

09/22/00 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or 
proceeding. 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



PTO-90C (Rev. 2/95) 
US GPO 2000; 465.188/25266 



1- File Copy 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 
09/095,397 


Applicant(s) 

Kuschke W. et al 


Examiner 

Ronnie Mancho 


Group Art Unit 
3661 






H 



29 Responsive to communication(s) filed on Sep 8. 2000 . 

□ This action is FINAL. 

□ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed 
in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Qu^35 CD. 11; 453 O.G. 21 3. 

A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire 3_ month(s), or thirty days, whichever is 

longer, from the mailing date of this communication. Failure to respond within the period for response will cause the 
application to become abandoned. (35 U.S.C. § 133). Extensions of time may be obtained under the provisions of 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 



Disposition of Claim 

(X) Claim(s) 1-8 



_ is/are pending in the applicat 



Of the above, claim(s) . 
□ Claim(s) 



IS Claim(s) 1-8 

□ Claim(s) 

□ Claims 



m is/are withdrawn from consideration 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction or election requirement. 



Application Papers 

□ See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 

□ The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The proposed drawing correction, filed on is □ approved Disapproved. 

(8 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

(3 Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d). 
B All Gpome* (Hone of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been 
(3 received. 

□ received in Application No. (Series Code/Serial Number) • 

□ received in this national stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
*Certified copies not received: 



□ Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 

Attachment(s) 

□ Notice of References Cited, PTO-892 

B Information Disclosure Statement(s), PTO-1449, Paper No(s). _ 

□ Interview Summary, PTO-413 

□ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948 

□ Notice of Informal Patent Application, PTO-152 
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Application/Control Number: 09095397 Page 2 

Art Unit: 3661 

DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Page 1 of the specification needs to be rewritten in proper idiomatic English. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371© of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 5, & 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kaneshige 
A. etal (5876223). 

Regarding claim 1, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses a screening housing for 
microwave circuits comprising: a housing body having an interior, said housing body opened at 
least at one side thereof; a cover 1 1 closing said interior of said housing body; a substrate 12 
mounted on an inner side of said cover 1 1 ; and means forming a plurality of chambers provided 
for accommodating of individual circuit units 17 so that said individual circuit units 17 are 
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screened from one another; said means including said substrate 12 on said inner side of said cover 
1 1 and a plurality of webs 13 which are formed directly on said substrate 12 so that when said 
cover 1 1 closes said housing body said webs 13 form separating walls between said chambers. 

Regarding claim 2, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses the screening housing, wherein 
said housing body is composed of an electromagnetic energy screening material (nickel, copper 
plating, col. 4, lines 4-6). 

Regarding claim 5, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses the screening housing, wherein 
said substrate 12 and webs 13 are formed of one piece with one another. 

Regarding claim 6, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12, col. 4, lines 4-6) discloses the screening 
housing, wherein said substrate 12 and webs 13 are composed of the same material. 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3, 4, 7, & 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaneshige et al in view of Chung et al (5827997). 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103© and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co. , 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 



Regarding claim 3 5 Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses the screening housing, but did not 
particularly mention that the substrate is composed of a polymer with embedded metal particles. 
However, Chung et al (col. 1, lines 39+) teaches of an electromagnetic shielding material 
composed of a polymer with embedded metal particles. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art of microwave screening, at the time the invention was made, to 
make the substrate of the Kaneshige et al device to comprise a polymer with embedded metal 
particles because a polymer with embedded metal particles is cheaper as taught by Chung, col. 1, 
lines 30+. 



nonobviousness. 
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Regarding claim 4, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses the screening housing, but did not 
particularly mention that the substrate is composed of a silicone mass with embedded metal 
particles. However, Chung et al (col. 5, line 65) teaches of an electromagnetic shielding material, 
wherein a substrate (matrix) is composed of a silicone mass with embedded metal particles. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of microwave screening, 
at the time the invention was made, to make the substrate of the Kaneshige et al device to 
comprise a silicone mass with embedded metal particles because it is cheaper as taught by Chung 
et al, col. 2, line 24. 

Regarding claim 7, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses a screening housing for 
microwave circuits comprising: a housing body having an interior, said housing body opened at 
least at one side thereof; a cover 1 1 closing said interior of said housing body; a substrate 12 
applied on an inner side of said cover 1 1 ; and means forming a plurality of chambers provided for 
accommodating of individual circuit units 17 so that said individual circuit units 17 are screened 
from one another, said means including said substrate 12 applied on inner side of said cover 11, 
and a plurality of webs 13 formed directly on said substrate 12 so that when said cover 1 1 closes 
said housing body said webs 13 form separating walls between said chambers. 

Although Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) discloses said substrate 12, they did not particularly 
mention that the substrate is composed of a polymer with embedded metal particles. However, 
Chung et al (col. 5, lines 64+) teaches of an electromagnetic shielding material composed of a 
polymer (matrix) with embedded metal particles. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art of microwave screening, at the time the invention was made, to make the 
substrate of the Kaneshige et al device to comprise a polymer with embedded metal particles 
because it is cheaper as taught by Chung et al, col. 2, line 24. 

Regarding claim 8, Kaneshige A. et al (fig. 12) in view of Chung et al disclose the 
screening housing as in claim 7, wherein said substrate 12 and webs 13 are made from the same 
material and formed of one piece with one another. 



7. Applicant's arguments filed 9-8-2000 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicants have traversed the rejection to the first page of the specification. The 
examiner had issued a rejection to the applicants specification, page 1, requesting that page 1 be 
written in proper idiomatic English. Particularly, there is a missing statement after "Germany" 
line 5. The applicants are advised to read page 1 again carefully. 

The applicants refer to newly submitted fig. 1 to be the same as fig. 12 of Kaneshige. The 
examiner traverses this characterization in the sense that Kaneshige never disclosed a drawing 
such as newly submitted fig. 1 . Therefore newly submitted fig. 1 has not been entered or 
considered. 

Still further, the applicants are arguing that the webs of Kaneshige, fig. 12 are not formed 
directly on the substrate, but instead are formed directly on the cover. The examiner respectfully 



Response to Arguments 
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disagrees. Fig. 12 of Kaneshige is an exploded view which of course shows webs 12 directly 
formed on reference 12. However in the assembled state, as seen in Kaneshige fig. 13, the webs 
13 are also directly formed on a substrate 15. Therefore, Kaneshige defines over the present 
invention as rejected in the 102 rejection above. 

In addition, the applicants are making arguments referring to newly submitted drawings 
figs. 2&3. Again these drawings have not been considered by the examiner, because they are two 
different drawings which were not in the original drawings. 

Finally, it seems as the applicants are basing their arguments on the specification instead of 
making arguments that address the limitations in the claims. 

In view of the above, the rejections are believed to be proper. 

Communications 

8 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Examiner Ronnie Mancho, Phone # 703 305-6318. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by phone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Mr. Cuchlinski William could be 
reached at 703-308-3873. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be forwarded to the Group receptionist at 703 308-0956. 
Ronnie M. Mancho 
September 21, 2000 
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